Docket No. 02-4-148 -2- PATENT APPLICATION 

REMARKS 

The Examiner has acknowledged that Claims 2-10 are directed to allowable 
subject matter. Only Claim 1 is not allowed by the Examiner. 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 4,910,649, which issued to Vadseth and in further view of U.S. Publication 
No. 2002/0159270 to Lynam et al and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,616,3 13 which 
issued to Furst et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed and reconsideration thereof is 
requested. 

The present invention relates to a cargo lamp assembly for vehicles. The 
assembly includes a white light emitting diode (LED) having an aperture for emitting a 
light beam in an arc of about 120 degrees in horizontal and vertical planes and a lens for 
receiving the beam and reducing the beam in a horizontal plane to about 60 degrees and 
reducing the beam in a vertical plane to about 60 degrees. 

Vadseth relates to an airfield light, principally for marking aircraft parking lots, 
routes for ground staff, etc. With particular attention to the Abstract and column 1, lines 
8-10, Vadseth requires that the airfield light is readily visible from all sides and from any 
angle. The airfield light consists of a light source which is arranged in a housing and 
radiates light in a hemisphere through at least one lens installed in the housing. The light 
beam 1 in the zenith of the hemisphere has a luminous intensity which is at least 20 
percent higher than in the region 13 between 10 and 30 degrees above the lowermost 
radiant edge 2. 

Furst et al relates to a lighting device for attachment to a motor vehicle. Unlike 
the present invention, the lighting device of Furst et al includes light-emitting diodes 9 
which emit white light with an emission angle of +/-15 degrees. See, in particular, 
column 9, lines 65-67. In order to reduce the scattered light emitted and provide for a 
beam path directed substantially vertically downward, each light-emitting diode is 
surrounded by an open, pipe-like tube 26. 

Lynam et al relates to a vehicle lighting system which includes a light assembly, 
which is configured so as to illuminate, for example, a ground area adjacent an entrance 
to the vehicle or an interior portion of the vehicle. The light assembly includes a single 
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non-incandescent light source, which comprises a single high-intensity power light 
emitting diode. 

Applicant respectfully submits that under 35 U.S.C § 103, teachings of references 
can be combined only if there is some suggestion or incentive to do so. Taking the 
references as a whole, there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation for substituting a 
white LED with light emission of about 120 degrees for the light source in Vadseth's 
airfield light and (2) modifying the lens of Vadseth's airfield light so as to reduce to 60 
degrees in a vertical and horizontal plane as proposed by the Examiner. Importantly, the 
Examiner's proposed combination would fail to meet Vadseth's requirements for an 
airfield light which is readily visible from all sides and from any angle. 

None of the reference teach or remotely suggest a cargo lamp assembly as defined 
by Claim 1 wherein, for example, a lens reduces the received beam in a horizontal plane 
to about 60 degrees and reduces the beam in a vertical plane to about 60 degrees. The 
Examiner is of the opinion that this limitation would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made for the lens of Vadseth to 
reduce the light beam to 60 degrees as opposed to 20 degrees in a vertical and horizontal 
plane since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in 
the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only ordinary skill in 
the art. The Examiner cites In re Alter , 105 USPQ 233. 

In re Alter relates to a process for the production of phenol. The CCPA 
commented that the sole reference article used for the rejection showed essentially the 
same process as that recited in the claims, except that the only experiment discussed in 
the article was conducted at a temperature of 100 degrees C and with a 10% sulphuric 
acid solution. Applicant submits that the present invention distinguishes over In re Alter 
in that the same cargo lamp assembly as defined by Claim 1 is not essentially shown and 
the general conditions of Claim 1 are not disclosed in the prior art. 

In view of the above, Applicant respectfully submits that the only way the 
Examiner could have arrived at his conclusion is through hindsight analysis by reading 
into the art the teachings of the Applicant. Hindsight analysis is clearly improper, since 
the statutory test is whether "the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made." 
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Absent such teaching or suggestion, the invention as defined by independent 
Claim 1 is deemed fully patentable over the above references. Withdrawal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 and allowance of independent Claim 1 is respectfully 
urged. 

The Application with Claims 1-10 is deemed in condition for allowance and such 
action is respectfully urged. Should the Examiner believe that minor differences exist 
which, if overcome, would pass the Application to allowance and that said differences 
can be discussed in a phone conversation, the Examiner is respectfully requested to phone 
the undersigned at the number provided below. 



Respectfully submitted, 


Carlo S. Bessone 
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